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Subject: Standards for Living Organisms in Ship's Ballast Water Discharged in U.S. Waters 
33 CFR Part 151, (USCG-2001-AG21) RTN 2115-AG21 

Dear Dr, Everett; 

The following are commenk relative to Uie above nored request for comnwnts in thc Fcdord 
&b+ ter. 

Qucstian 1. Should thc Coast Guard adopt Goal 1, 2, or 3 or some other goal for BWT? 
Tho Dcpnrtmmt of Nahual Rcsourccs encourages the adoption of long-term goals of no 
discharge of biological org,mkms or no ncw introductions. G o d  lis on the right track, but it 
needs to be amended to include larger organisms such as vcrtcbratLs and invcrtcbrntes that are 
not currently mentioned. Goal 2 would also seem to be acceptable as a long-term god. Goal 3 is 
noF acceptable as a long-term goal. 

Question 2 Should the Coast Guard adopt any of thc standards (Sl-S4) as an interim 
standard? 
Thc Dcpartment of Natural Resources would like lo see a standard likely to be supcrior to BWE 
established a5 intcrim standard. Wc bclicve that some of the proposed standards, especially 
if modified, could serve as interim st'mdards. Standards 1 (at least 95% removal, kill or 
inactivation of a representakive species hom errdl of six taxonomic groups) and standard 4 
(discharge O F  no organisms larger than 50 microns in sizc and trcat to moot criteria for contact 
rccrcation) would be acceptable. Standard 2 (remove kill or inactivate organisms l q c r  than 100 
microns in sizc) would d b c  nccqtablu bccause too many organisms such as zebra mussel 
veligers may not be eliminated. Standard 3 could bc acceptable IS &an interim standard, buk fails 
to mention Iarger organisms such as vertebrates. 
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The lack of any spccific lime table for establishing shndards and implcmenting them is a 
concern. A time table should bc cstablished and we suggest th~' following time framc bc used €or 
implementation: 

ncw interim standards enacted by 2004; 
from 2004 to 2008 b;LUast water exchange and tchologies meeting the new standard 

may be used; 
afkr 2008 all treatment methods inclding BWE must meet thc new skmdard. h 

addition, to promote inshllation of new kechnology that would meet. a new standard and 10 
allow the companies to recapture their investment, any technologies installed that mwt thc 
inlerim standard shotdd be dowed to be used for at lcast 5 years. 

Question 3. Effectiveness of technologies. No comments, 

Question 4. Gcncral comments on how to strurturc any cost-benefit or cost-effcctivcncss 
analysis. In regards to the cost-benefit analysis, it  is important to consider all the ncgalive 
extemalities related to ballast watcr discharge or conversly all thc benefits derived from new 
standards being implemented. The costs of inboduccd species resulting from ballast water 
discharges in lhe receiving waters (control costs OF waler using industries, dnmgc to 
recreation), as well a s  similar costs rcsulting from the secondary sprcad to other inland waters 
(~.g., the negative impacts of the zebra mussel and round goby to lakes and rivers) should be 
included, Costs gcncrally borne by taxpayers for implcmcnting control, research to devclop 
conhol methods, and conducting effurts to prevent secondary spread should be considered and 
included in any cost-benefit analysis. Potenkid public benefits resulting from new standards 
and treatment of ballast water, including aethetic condsidcrations, nuisances, and other 
intangiblcs (e.g., not having organisms wash up on bcachcs, attach lo boats, and reduce 
rccrcation) h a t  are dilficult to qu;Lnhfy and not automatically included in the markct cconomy 
should be included, 

Qucstion 5. Impacts on Small businesses, No comments. 

Question 6. w h a t  potential environmcntal impacts would the god8 or thndards carry? 
Based on our past uxpcri~mccr with hhoduclions of nonindigenous organisms i n k 0  U.S. Waters, 
propcss toward goals one or two, and establishment ,and implemenhEon of interim standards 
would provide positive environmmhl impacts. Improved treatment methods as altemntivcs to 
BWE, and application to currently nonregulated vessels arc nccessary Lo stop the influx of 
foreign invaders into US, waters, The invading 5p~'tics, including many ballast water media led 
inhoductions, have huge economic rind cnuironmcntd impack Inaction in establishing new 
standards, or establishment of weak standards, lhrea tens public resources including fishcrics, 
aquatic communities, recreational opportunity, and could causc cxtirpation of aquatic species. 
Generally introduced species cannot be climinakd from natural aqualic habitats because there 
are not tools or resources ncccssnry. Because of h e  inability to control many species once 
introduced, prcvcntion through ballask treatment i s  the best and probably most cost cffcctive 
means to address this problem in the nation's waters, 


